In the first of two contextualising articles written for this themed issue, the notion of queer cinema is positioned within larger, global narratives of activism, theorymaking and reception, while simultaneously nuancing its functional applicability in 'world cinema' contexts -in essence cautioning against the potential pitfalls of deploying it as if with global or universal reach. In reaction to such universalist assumptions, the national is rather conceptualised in/through queer cinema as multiple horizons of belonging, as frameworks of space which speak to interconnecting and overlapping surfaces; turning the focus instead to the process of queering the formations of nations, ethnicities and diasporas as marked by hierarchical (hetero)sexual binaries whose normative effects can be disrupted and undone.
'Queer' is a term both contested and inclusive; indeed, its inclusiveness relies on that contestation. Its durability in Cultural Theory, Film Studies, and activism is partly based on its malleability, that is its use as a catch-all, shorthand summary of dissident sexualpolitical ('LGBTQ') positions. Furthermore, however, the momentum the term gained from the early 1990s onwards invites a historicisation of its origins, the better to examine the potential and pitfalls of deploying it with global or universal reach. Put simply, the period saw a convergence of activism, sub-or counter-cultural practices, academic discourse, and film-making around the word 'queer'. As far as activism is concerned, Queer Nation, founded in New York in 1990 and spreading to other American cities, emerged from ACT-UP (AIDS Coalition to Unleash Power) and its role in the 1980s in angrily, directly and provocatively confronting governmental and drug company failures to adequately address the calamitous health crisis created by the epidemic. Queer Nation, rather than pursuing a discourse and strategy of equal and page 02 of 08 Number 32, 2018 ISSN 2617 civil rights, minoritised acceptance and tolerance associated with much (but not all) post-Stonewall gay politics in North America, defiantly threw back the insult and the associated abjection of non-heteronormativity in campaigns of in-your-face visibility and protest against homophobia and homophobic violence. In parallel, the term 'queer' had undergone a long re-appropriation in the world of black and Latin drag balls in American cities, brought to wider prominence by the Madonna-inspired rendering visible of the 'voguing' phenomenon.
Partly in response to these developments, but mostly as a culmination of the growing presence in university humanities departments in the 1970s and 1980s of feminist and eventually lesbian and gay studies, along with that of 'post-modernism' and its challenge to stable binaries of meaning (including the homo/hetero distinction), key works appeared. These works include Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick's Epistemology of the Closet (1989) and Tendencies (1993), Judith Butler's Gender Trouble (1990) and
especially Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of 'Sex' (1993) , and the 1991 special issue of the journal differences on 'Queer Theory: Lesbian and Gay Sexualities', edited by Teresa de Lauretis. It is worth re-invoking these now well-established and widely read texts, for they articulate, usually knowingly, all the ambiguities and terms of debate that have followed. The first of these is undoubtedly that of identitarian and non-identitarian: based on Sedgwick's distinctions, we may speak of a 'minoritizing view' of 'homo/heterosexual definition', seen 'as an issue of active importance primarily for a small, distinct, relatively fixed homosexual minority'; or a 'universalizing' one,
where it is seen 'as an issue of continuing determinative importance in the lives of people across the spectrum of sexualities' (Sedgwick 1990:1) . If I say 'I' am queer or 'identify as queer', then identity has crept back in, and queerness becomes another, funkier form of minoritising identity politics; if the aim is to undermine binary thought, then implicitly everyone is actually or potentially queer, and it becomes a highly universalising concept. Sedgwick (1993:8) expresses elsewhere 'queer' as referring
to 'the open mesh of possibilities, gaps, overlaps, dissonances and resonances, lapses and excesses of meaning when the constituent elements of anyone's gender, of anyone's sexuality, aren't made (or can't be made) to signify monolithically'. For
Butler, these ambiguities form one of the strengths of 'queer' when its performativity (naming as a stylised repetition, queerness or male/female as something you do rather than are) is combined with awareness of the histories of discourse and power attached to it, so that it represents 'a discursive site whose uses are not fully constrained in advance' (Butler 1993:230) . This mobility of 'queer', generating a self-awareness in space and time, with attendant risks, is a point to which we shall return. For the moment we may wish to stay with Sedgwick's dynamic, verbal rather than adjectival or nominal use of the term, as she traces its etymology in English: 'Queer is a continuing movement, moment, motive -recurrent, eddying, troublant. The word 'queer' itself means across -it comes from the Indo-European root -twerkw, which also yields the German quer (transverse), Latin torquere, English athwart' (Sedgwick 1993:xii) . Louise, 1990) .
A director of an older generation such as Derek Jarman could thus see one of his last films, Edward II of 1991, understood as partaking of 'New Queer Cinema'.
Pointing to earlier work, the following names can also be included, namely Andy Warhol, in France Lionel Soukaz (Race d'Ep!, 1979) , and others discussed in Dyer's Now You See It (1990) .
This notion of New Queer Cinema, which continuously broadened and broke out into independent cinema and then expanded towards the more independent end of Hollywood production, in relation to new market segmentations, are issues taken up in a later article (2000) Other' (Girelli 2007:23-4) . On the other hand, the film has been recognised as more complex owing to its place in a transnational, diasporic context of creation and production (the director's own Turkish origins), and its emphasis on a process of becoming, which 'destabilizes discrete categories like homosexual and heterosexual, inasmuch as it foregrounds bisexual behaviour and the process of becoming a queer, A recent contribution to these debates, Karl Schoonover and Rosalind Galt's Queer Cinema in the World, is concerned, on the one hand, that 'To propose a queer world cinema is to invite trouble':
The combination of terms creates a series of anxieties about the certainty of knowing and the privilege of position; it raises fears of mistranslation, of neocolonial domination, of homogeneity and the leveling of difference. It suggests the forcing of meaning or the instrumentalization of film aesthetics in support of a limiting identity politics (Schoonover & Galt 2016:4-5 ).
On the other hand, in the deployment of the term 'worlding', their project seeks to argue that queer cinema constructs the possibility of dissident spaces, and even the re-configuring of spaces, in relation to dominant forms and understanding of globalisation, even if this process is incomplete and open to question: queer cinema elaborates new accounts of the world, offering alternatives to embedded capitalist, national, hetero-and homonormative maps; revising the flows and politics of world cinema; and forging dissident scales of affiliation, affection, affect and form (Schoonover & Galt 2016:5) .
The specificity of the film medium is crucial here, with cinema seen as a critical means by which queerness worlds itself (Schoonover & Galt 2016:29) . Thus, sidestepping arguments about the impasses and pitfalls of identity politics within capitalist crisis (as expressed in Penney 2013 for example), the authors proceed to explore the manifestations of 'queer world cinema' via the categories of the queer (protagonist), festivals, narrative, the popular, feeling and affect, and temporality.
We should recall that all identities are lived and indeed created in a tension between forces, and that political or other assertions or strategies are always dialogic. view, therefore has the potential actively to energise attention not only to specific groups within colonial and postcolonial societies, but moreover to the ways in which symbolic formations such as nations, ethnicities and diasporas are marked by hierarchical (hetero)sexual binaries whose normativities can be disrupted and undone, and realities reformulated and rewritten.
The continuing mileage of 'queer', at its best, thus relies on its instability, calling potential subjects into being and simultaneously propelling a questioning of that being, as Butler (1993:227) foresaw twenty-five years ago:
if the genealogical critique of the subject is the interrogation of those constitutive and exclusionar y relations of power through which contemporary discursive resources are formed, then it follows that the critique of the queer subject is crucial to the continuing democratization of queer politics. As much as identity terms must be used, as much as "outness" is to be affirmed, these same notions must become subject to a critique of the exclusionary operations of their own production: For whom is outness a historically available and affordable option? Is there an unmarked class character to the demand for universal "outness"? Who is represented by which use of the term, and who is excluded? For whom does the term present an impossible conflict between racial, ethnic, or religious affiliation and sexual politics? What kinds of policies are enabled by what kinds of usages, and which are backgrounded or erased from view? In this sense, the genealogical critique of the queer subject will be central to queer politics to the extent that it constitutes a self-critical dimension within activism.
